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Status 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of the Application 

1. Claims 3-4, 10-12, 15-16, 18-19, and 22-25 have been examined in this application. This 
communication is the first action on the merits since the applicants filed a request for continued 
examination (RCE) on June 17, 2005. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claim 3-4, 12, 15-16 and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over US Patent Number 6,041,314 to Danford-Klein in view of U-Haul (see 
printout out fi*om January 25, 1998). 

(A) As per claims 3-4, 12, 15-16 and 22-24, the rejection of these claims was set forth in the 
previous office action dated May 13, 2004. 

4. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Danford-Klein in 
view of U-Haul, as applied to Claim 22, above, and in further view of US Patent Number 6,125, 
384 to Brandt. 

(A) As per claim 25, the rejection of this claim was set forth in the previous office action 
dated May 13,2004. 

5. Claims 10-1 1 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Danford-Klein in view of U-Haul, Brandt and Yahoo Maps (printout from January 25, 1999). 
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(A) As per claim 10, the claim recites limitations similar to that of claim 3 and differs from 
claim 3 in that it recites the following limitation: " a web server for providing a plurality of web 
pages accessible through the Internet for processing user inputs received through the Internet 
from a user's computer operating an Internet browser displaying the plurality of web pages, at 
least one web page having at least one input field for receiving user inputs; and a backend server 
operatively connected to the web server and responsive to the user inputs." 

Danford-Klein and U-Haul do not explicitly teach this limitation, however, Brandt 
discloses a car rental system where the client uses a web browser to make a reservation from a 
web server operatively connected to a backend server that sends a reservation confirmation to the 
web client (Brandt: Figure 1 and Col. 19, Ln. 24-27). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to have expanded the collective system 
taught by Danford-Klein and U-Haul with Brandt's teaching with an Internet based reservation 
system with the motivation of allowing a user of the web browser to more easily access software 
applications over the Internet, as recited in Brandt (Col. 3, Ln. 25-26). 

The above references also fail to teach that the system stores travel directions. However, 
this feature is well-knovra in the art as evidenced by Yahoo Maps which teaches a system 
wherein a user is able to obtain travel directions between two different points (Yahoo Maps: 
Printout). Therefore the examiner takes the position that these directions, where are displayed to 
the user upon the user inputting two locations, are stored by a server and transmitted to a user. 
At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have modified the collective system of Danford-Klein, U-Haul and Brandt with the 
aforementioned teachings from Yahoo Maps to provide the user with driving (travel) directions. 
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(B) As per claim 1 1, the rejection of this claim was set forth in the previous office action 
dated May 13,2004. 

(C) As per claim 19, this claim repeats features previously addressed in the rejection of claim 
10 and is rejected on the same basis. 

6. Claim 18 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Danford-Klein in 
view of U-Haul and in further view of US Patent Number 5,253,165 to Leiseca. 
(A) As per claim 18, this claim differs from claims 3-4, 10-12, and 15-16 in that it recites the 
following limitations: 

receiving user-input selections of equipment including a selection of a truck for rental 
and a selection of a vehicle type for towing by the selected truck; 

accessing the vehicle towing table to determine if the selected vehicle is capable of being 
towed by the selected truck; and 

generating a towing advice information for display to the user whether the selected truck 
is appropriate for towing the selected vehicle. 

Danford-Klein and U-Haul do not explicitly teach these features, however, they are well- 
known in the art as evidenced by Leiseca (Col. 8, Ln. 15-27). Leiseca teaches the general 
concept of determining whether a selected vehicle is capable of meeting a certain need and 
informing (advising) the user whether a given piece of transportation equipment meets the need 
specified by the user. At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art to have modified the combined system of Danford-Klein in view of U- 
Haul with the aforementioned feature from Leiseca with the motivation of permitting 
transportation space customers who are seeking unscheduled transportation space to negotiate 
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and contract with the transportation space providers who have available unscheduled 
transportation space, as recited in Leiseca (Col. 2, Ln. 39-46). 

In the alternative, the combined system of Danford-Klein and U-Haul collectively teach 
displaying information on whether a selected truck can tow a selected vehicle (U-Haul: Page 7). 
As such, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have expanded the collective system of Danford-Klein in view of U-Haul to access 
a vehicle towing table to determine if the selected vehicle is capable of being towed by the 
selected truck and generating a towing advice indication for display to the user whether the 
selected truck is appropriate for towing the selected vehicle, with the motivation of preventing 
the user from selected a truck incapable of towing the desired vehicle. 

Response to Arguments 
7. The arguments presented by the applications will be addressed in this section. 

(1) With regard to the applicants' arguments that the prior art does not teach the 
limitation or the step of storing travel directions (this limitation is recited in claims 10 and 19), 
this argument is now moot in view of the newly added rejection above over the Yahoo Maps 
prior art reference. 

(2) With regard to the applicants' arguments that the prior art does not teach the 
limitation or the steps in Claim 18 wherein the system determines if a truck selected by the user 
is capable of meeting the towing requirements to tow a given vehicle, this argument is now moot 
in view of the newly added rejection above over US Patent Number 5,253,165 to Leiseca. 

(3) The rest of the applicants' arguments essentially claim that the motivation used to 
combine the prior art references, used in the claim rejections, are not maintainable or defendable. 
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However, the applicants do not further elaborate or provide specific reasons as to why the 
motivation used to combine these prior art is not maintainable or defendable. Therefore, these 
arguments do not overcome the prior art rejections set forth in the office action dated May 13, 
2004. 

Conclusion 

8. Any inquire concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Vivek Koppikar, whose telephone number is (571) 272-5109. 
The examiner can normally be reached from Monday to Friday between 8 AM and 4:30 PM. 

If any attempt to reach the examiner by telephone is unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas, can be reached at (571) 272-6776. The fax telephone number for 
this group is (703) 872-9326 (for official communications including After Final communications 
labeled "Box AF"). 

Another resource that is available to applicants is the Patent Application Information 
Retrieval (PAIR). Information regarding the status of an application can be obtained from the 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from either 
Private PAIR or Public PAX. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, please feel 
free to contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
Sincerely, ^^/^ 
Vivek Koppikar 
2/15/2006 

PATENT EXAMINER 




